victory in WWII ultimately resulted in an enthusiasm for overseas military intervention that overreached the actual interests and capabilities of the U.S., culminating in the Vietnamese jungles; as one veteran of the earlier conflict said World War II has warped our view of how we look at things today. We see things in terms of that war, which in a sense was a good war. But the twisted memory of it encourages the men of my generation to be willing, almost eager, to use military force anywhere in the world (qtd. in Terkel 1984: 11) .
There was a number of public figures with whom this ideal warriors were associated: John Kennedy, for example, a decorated war hero; actor Audie Murphy, but, above all-John Wayne.
Wayne had never been a soldier, but his film career turned him into a WWII icon: most importantly, in 1949 he appeared in the classic Sands of Iwo Jima, in which as a Marine sergeant he witnessed the iconic raising of the flag on Mount Suribachi, a slightly controversial event that defined the common memory of American valour and provided an everlasting image of the American experience in WWII.
In fact, it is difficult to find any Vietnam book, memoir, oral story, that does not mention Wayne, and often Sands of Iwo Jima specifically. The name and the title could be, and were, brought up when describing all stages of a soldier's Vietnam experience. For example, writing about his decision to join the Marine Corps in the early '60s, the soon-to-be Vietnam vet and author Philip Caputo recalled: "[a]lready I saw myself charging up some distant beachhead, like John Wayne in Sands of Iwo Jima, and then coming home a suntanned warrior with medals on my chest" (Caputo 1985: 6) . Recounting his maniac, enraged fighting at Hue in Vietnam-Perkasie, W.D. Ehrhart listed all the things he felt he was "fighting at," and included among them "the movies of John Wayne and Audie Murphy" (qtd. in Rollins 1984: 423) . In hindsight, another ex-soldier wrote that " [t] here was no doubt that they had tricked us, deceived us-them with their John Wayne charging up Mount Suribachi . . . . We had imagined a movie; we had envisioned a feast. What we got was a reality removed from all other realities; what we got was garbage pail" (qtd. in Pratt 1999: 648) . Terkel's introduction, and these quotations, encapsulate well the kind of sentimentalized view of the war, in which the positive aspects and outcomes, and the pride which the event generated, balance out the hardships, and in the long run make it "worth it." This view of the war is the sentiment that underlies and fuels the myth. Also, it is overtly nostalgic, as it speaks of "a better time" in a nation's history": of the pre-Vietnam time. Indeed, Vietnam is a dark spectre ever present in the interviews, an obvious glitch of American military history, and perhaps even an event that threw an even sharper light on the glorious endeavour that was WWII. The interviewees in Terkel's book make such comparisons often: "People here fell that we should have gone into Vietnam and finished it instead of backing off as we did. I suppose it's a feeling that carried over from World War Two when we finished Hitler" (Terkel 1984: 11) Definitely" (Terkel 1984: 93) . And so it goes on and on (see also Hynes 1992: 99).
In 1998, came Tom Brokaw's bestselling The Greatest Generation, a book of personal stories of Americans who lived and fought during the 1940s; the titular designation-"the greatest generation"-quickly became a household term: Brokaw's thesis was that the lives of those people had been the most special, and they, having grown up during the Depression, then proved their uniquely strong and patriotic spirit during WWII. They were, in Brokaw's view, a nation of heroes. Here, too, Vietnam loomed large as the counterpoint to the good war, and was presented almost exclusively as the conflict that produced a deep divide not only between the "greatest generation" and the generation of their children, but also among the "greatest" themselves. Mostly, the WWII veterans Brokaw portrays in his book were initially pro-war, but came to change their minds: "He supported [the Vietnam War] in the beginning, but when he saw it was poorly planned and executed, a terrible waste of young American lives, he turned against it" (Brokaw 1998: 384).
Incidentally that same year, in 1998, Steven Spielberg Saving Private Ryan was released, a film that not only became a smashing success and rejuvenated great interest in the war (Basinger 2003: xi-xiii), but one that also proved perhaps the man most influential in how we today imagine WWII, D-Day, and the European theatre of war, to have been; its gruesome, almost naturalistic opening half-hour on Omaha Beach has become notorious.
Stephen Ambrose was the historical consultant on the set of Ryan, where he met the movie's hero, Tom Hanks, who then himself got interested in the history of the American paratroopers in Europe. Hanks decided to pursue the subject further, and when Spielberg's studio, DreamWorks, contributed some serious money, the aforementioned Band of Brothers was created (Schatz 2008: 127-128) . The TV series was if anything a better picture still, meticulously researched and produced, and arguably even more realistic, not only in its portrayal of combat but in its storylines, too. Following the scenes on the beach, the film returns to more -or-less traditional, epic mode of American combat film (Suid 2002: 634-636; Torgovnick 2005: 31-32) . But the TV show never strays an inch too far from the realistic and the historically-viable, and is even more effective in endearing its audience, over ten hours of watching, to the characters, a number of which are given episode-long focus. From episode to episode, the circumstances in which the troopers find themselves deteriorate, the series thus ever more emphatically highlighting the scope of suffering and sacrifice among these soldiers; that is, of course, until the final episode in which the Germans, and then the Japanese, are defeated, and the with the nation's troops, war must remain central to the national imagination; and so that imagination naturally gravitates toward the one truly good war, fought by the greatest generation of Americans. It is thus a curious case of nostalgia: it is difficult to long for armed conflict, but, on the other hand, since armed conflicts "must happen," one thinks warmly of the war where the cause was uncontentious, the fighting men-volunteers spurned by patriotic sentiment-noble and heroic, and the public at home not only enthusiastically supportive of the enterprise, but also actively engaged-through work in factories, weathering the rationing, buying bonds-in the war effort. As one commentator observed, one of the reasons why Americans never tire of stories about World War II [is that] they make us feel virtuous. Our role in World War II was to destroy brutal regimes and liberate nations. That is what we like to think the United States does in the world. When we celebrate World War II, we celebrate ourselves: our unselfishness, our dedication to the cause of freedom, and our essential goodness.
[…] We all enjoy being reminded of how righteous we are. Since that story is available to Americans, in the form of World War II, we grab it and won't Of course, something akin to nostalgia is readily used in rhetoric and propaganda; one critic, writing about this subject, wrote about "strategic mobilisation of the past rather than nostalgia" (O'Shaughnessy 2014: 43) . In this context nostalgia plays two roles: it is the underlying emotional plane of a society recipient of the rhetoric, and also the emotional ground on which a certain myth rests, to which, in turn, the rhetoric or propaganda may appeal; in the case of WWII the feeling of nostalgia for what pre-Vietnam America was like feeds the myths that continue to define the image of the conflict; it is a cyclical relation.
It should also be pointed out that while personal nostalgia does usually have an actual referent in one's past-the implication is rooted in the word's etymology, after all-the object cultural nostalgia is far more vague, general, ephemeral, less clearly defined, referring to an imagined past that reflects the ills, lacks and desires of the present, and is therefore eagerly employed in such spheres of aggressive persuasion as advertising or political marketing. Nostalgia for WWII as a good war is a nostalgia for a myth. One way of dispelling it is to do away with its 
